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1
Introduction
Thispaper
addressestheproblem
of
n
ull
objectsin
English
recipes.In
general,
English
does
n
ot
allo
w
zero
realization
of
object
n
o
u
n
phrases(1).
(1)*Sandy
prepared
the
deep-fried
tofu
and
K
im
dev
o
u
red
.
H
o
w
ev
er
,as
sho
w
n
in(2),they
are
allo
w
ed
in
certain
co
ntexts.
(2)
R
oll
each
piece
in
kuzu
o
r
co
rn
starch
and
set
aside.
A
llo
w
ing
for
the
possibility
of
n
ull
objects
is
straightforw
ard,
and
there
are
sev
eralpossible
syntactic
an
alyses(discussed
belo
w).
The
m
o
re
difficult
problem
is
acco
u
nting
for
theirdistrib
ution,
w
hich
has
so
m
ething
to
do
w
ith
the
n
o
n
-linguistic
co
ntext.
Previousdiscussions
of
n
ull
objectsin
English
recipes
m
ak
e
reference
to
the
n
otion
of
register
.
F
o
r
the
purposes
of
this
paper
,
register
w
illbe
u
sed
to
refer
to
clusters
ofform
allinguistic
properties
asso
ciated
w
ith
a
‘co
ntext’.
The
term
co
ntext
w
illbe
u
sed
to
referto
the
so
cially
and
culturally
co
n
structed
co
n
co
m
itants
of
an
utterance
o
r
text.
Thisincludes
w
hatH
ym
es(1972)
calls
setting
and
scen
e
as
w
ell
as
his
ends(goals
and
purposes)
and
participants
together
w
ith
the
recognition
that
all
of
these
co
m
ponents
are
so
cially
co
n
sti-
tuted
by
the
acts
ofthe
participants.
The
definition
of
registergiv
en
abo
v
e
is
n
ot
co
ntro
v
ersial.H
o
w
ev
er
,the
view
of
co
ntexttak
en
up
hereis
at
odds
w
ith
the
w
ay
co
ntextis
treated
in
m
o
st
previous
syntactic
w
o
rk
o
n
register
.Such
w
o
rk
u
su
ally
assu
m
es
that
co
ntexts
existindependent
ofpeople
and
prior
to
the
linguistic
acts
that
reflectthem
.
O
ne
of
the
purposes
of
this
paperis
to
articulate
a
view
of
register
thatdoes
n
ot
rely
o
n
this
reification
of
co
ntexts.
The
otherpurpose
ofthispaperis
to
explore
theim
plications
ofthedistri-
b
ution
of
n
ull
objectsfor
a
co
m
petence
theory
of
syntax.Culy(1996)
argues
that
su
ch
phenom
ena
require
a
seco
nd
co
m
ponent
of
language
kno
w
ledge,
I
w
o
uld
lik
e
to
thank
ChrisCuly
,M
ary
R
ose,Ivan
Sag,T
o
m
W
asow
and
A
rnold
Zw
icky
forhelpfuldiscussion
ofthispaper
.
U
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dubbed
‘the
u
ser’s
m
an
u
al’.H
aegem
an
1987
argues
that
separate
registers
are
generated
by
separategram
m
ars
w
ith
differentparam
eter
settings.H
ere
I
w
ill
be
arguing
for
a
view
ofgram
m
ar
akin
to
thatproposed
in
H
udson
1996.O
n
this
view
,
m
o
n
olingual
speak
ershav
e
o
n
e
gram
m
arthatincludes
so
cialinfor
-
m
ation
link
ed
to
individual
w
o
rds
and
co
n
structions.
In
the
rem
ainder
of
this
paper
,
section
2
w
illpresent
the
data.
Section
3
w
ill
review
previous
an
alyses.
Section
4
presents
the
case
for
n
o
n
-reified
co
ntext.
Finally
,
section
5
presents
a
n
ew
H
PSG
an
alysis
of
n
ull
objects
in
English.
2
D
ata
This
section
presents
the
data
to
be
acco
u
nted
forby
any
an
alysis
of
n
ull
ob-
jectsin
English,
relying
heavily
o
n
Culy’s(1996)VA
RBRU
L
an
alysis
of
n
ull
objectsin
recipes.
2.1
N
ullO
bjectsin
R
ecipes
Culy’s
m
odern
co
rpus 1
co
n
sisted
of
the
direction
portions
of50
recipes,10
each
from
fi
v
e
m
odern
co
okbooks.
Each
tok
en
w
as
a
potential
object
n
o
u
n
phrase,
either
an
o
v
ert
object
n
o
u
n
o
r
an
instance
w
here
the
v
erb
selectsfor
an
objectb
ut
n
o
n
e
w
as
expressed.In
the50
recipes
there
w
ere675
su
ch
tok
en
s.
Culy
coded
thedataforthefactorgroups
sho
w
nin
T
able1.Thedependent
v
ariable
w
as
the
form
ofthe
n
o
u
n
phrase,
either
n
o
u
n
,pronoun
o
r
zero
.There
w
ere
tw
o
syntactic
factors,the
m
o
rphologicalform
of
the
selecting
v
erb,
and
the
gram
m
aticalfunction
of
the
antecedent
to
the
object
n
o
u
n
phrase.
Culy
included
the
referent
ofthe
object
n
o
u
n
phrase
as
the
sem
anticfactor
.Thedis-
co
u
rse
factor
w
aslookback,
o
rthe
n
u
m
ber
of
clauses
to
last
m
ention.Finally
,
the
so
u
rce
co
okbook
w
as
coded
as
an
index
of
style.
The
percentage
of
zero
s
o
r
n
ull
objects
as
a
portion
of
all
object
n
o
u
n
phrases
ranged
from
29.1%
in
the
co
okbook
w
ith
the
few
est
zero
s
to
45.4%
in
the
co
okbook
w
ith
the
m
o
st.W
hen
n
o
u
n
s
are
ex
cluded
and
Culy
co
n
siders
the
ratio
of
zero
s
to
zero
s
and
pronouns
together
,
the
range
is
from
80.4%
in
the
co
okbook
w
ith
the
few
est
zero
s,to
the
co
okbook
w
ith
the
m
o
st
zero
s
becom
ing
a
knock
o
utfactor
.
There
are
sev
eralim
portantthings
to
n
ote
in
Culy’s
results.
The
firstis
that
n
ull
objects
o
ccu
r
frequently
in
recipes,
and
that
this
frequency
v
aries
acro
ss
co
okbooks.Ev
en
m
o
re
striking
is
the
high
portion
of
zero
s
am
o
ng
all
1H
e
also
presents
a
v
ery
interesting
diachronic
study
.
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G
roup
F
actors
Type
form
n
o
u
n
,pronoun,
zero
dependent
v
ariable
v
erb
form
im
perativ
e,presentpart.,
syntactic
infinitiv
e,inflected
gram
m
aticalfunction
subject,
object,
oblique
syntactic
of
antecedent
indeterm
inate,
n
o
n
e
referent
ofthe
objectN
P
“finished”,
“alm
ostdone”
sem
antic
“w
o
rking
o
n
”,
“other”
distance
to
last
m
ention
n
u
m
ber
of
clauses(max
20)
discourse
so
u
rce
co
okbook
code
style
T
able
1:F
actorgroupsin
Culy
1996
pronom
inals,thatis
zero
s
and
pronouns
together
.In
fact,
w
hen
Culy
restricted
his
co
rpus
to
thepronom
inals,the
o
nly
factorgroup
that
w
as
significantin
the
VA
RBRU
L
ru
n
s
w
as
so
u
rce
,thatis,individual
style.
Further
,the
discourse
factor
w
as
significantin
all
of
the
ru
n
s
Culy
did
ex
ceptthat
co
m
paring
o
nly
zero
s
to
o
v
ertpronouns.Culy
draw
sfrom
this
the
co
n
clusion
that
n
ull
objects
pattern
v
ery
closely
w
ith
o
v
ertpronounsin
theirdiscourseproperties.
These
em
pirical
results
are
im
portantbecause
they
further
co
n
strain
the
syntactic
an
alysis
of
these
facts.The
preferred
an
alysis
w
ill
representthedis-
co
u
rse
sim
ilarities
betw
een
o
v
erpronouns
and
zero
s
as
w
ell
as
the
stylistic
differencesbetw
een
them
.
2.2
N
ullO
bjectsO
utside
R
ecipes
A
lthough
m
o
st
studies
of
n
ull
objects
u
se
recipes
as
data,
n
ull
objects
also
o
ccu
rin
other
co
ntexts.Sadock(1974)discusses
n
ull
objectsin
productlabels
(3)
and
Fitzpatrick
et
al.(1986)find
them
in
N
avy
m
essage
n
arrativ
es(4).
It
w
o
uld
n
otbe
su
rprising
to
find
them
in
still
other
co
ntexts.
(3)
K
eep
o
ut
of
reach
of
children.
(4)
72
m
anhours
expended
to
co
rrect
.
A
lthough
the
o
nly
studiesI’m
aw
are
of
co
n
cern
the
w
ritten
m
odality
,n
ull
objects
also
o
ccu
rin
the
spok
en
language.F
o
r
ex
am
ple,Ifound
three
tok
en
s
w
hile
listening
to
13
m
inutes
of
the
program
“V
egetarian
Cooking
Secrets
of
56
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the
CIA
(Culinary
Institute
of
A
m
erica)”.
They
co
m
e
from
tw
o
chefs
w
ho
both
so
u
nded
lik
e
n
ativ
e
speak
ers
ofEnglish. 2
(5)
The
vinaigretteisjust
sim
ple
allitisislem
onjuice
lem
onjuice
w
ith
a
littlebit
of
salt
w
henev
eryou
m
ak
e
a
vinaigretteit’sgood
to
add
salt
again,it’s
a
flav
o
r
enhancer
w
e’re
then
going
to
w
hisk
in
pure
oliv
e
oil
extra
virgin
oliv
e
oil
afteryou’v
e
w
hisk
ed
(.)
and
m
ade
a
bit
of
an
em
ulsification
you
w
an
n
a
m
ak
e
su
re
you
taste
your
vinaigrette
(6)
W
e’re
gonna
plate
it
n
o
w
.
W
hen
you
plate
,
m
ak
e
su
re
thatyou
giv
e
the
fennel
so
m
e
height
(7)
O
kay
,
w
e’re
also
gonna
add
so
m
e
tom
atillo
the
little
green
husk
tom
atoes
so
m
e
cilantro
and
a
littlebit
oftom
ato
paste
(.)and
sea
so
n
w
ith
a
little
salt
This
section
has
sho
w
n
that,
w
hile
n
ull
objects
are
u
n
acceptable
in
the
decontextualized
sentences
u
su
ally
studied
by
linguists,they
are
co
m
m
o
n
in
recipes
and
in
so
m
e
other
co
ntexts.I
n
o
w
turn
to
a
review
ofprevious
an
alyses
ofthisphenom
enon.
3
PreviousA
nalyses
A
sfar
as
the
syntax
is
co
n
cern
ed,Culy(1996)identifies
three
types
of
an
aly-
sis:deletion
acco
u
nts,
w
hich
in
v
olv
e
a
rule
thatdeletes
an
object
n
o
u
n
phrase;
2In
these
ex
am
ples,thelinebreaks
representintonational
u
nits.The
n
ull
objects
are
represented
w
ith
and
the
v
erbs
w
ith
dependent
n
ull
objects
are
in
bold
face
.
The
sym
bol(.)
represents
a
pause.
CO
N
STITU
TIN
G
CO
N
TEX
T
57
sem
antic
acco
u
nts,
w
here
a
special
entry
forthe
selecting
v
erb
cau
ses
the
ob-
jectposition
to
be
presentin
the
sem
anticsb
ut
n
otin
the
syntax;
and
em
pty
category
acco
u
nts.
A
sfor
the
relationship
to
n
o
n
-linguistic
co
ntext,
again
there
are
three
ex
-
tantproposals:
m
ultiple
gram
m
ars,
w
ith
the
choice
ofgram
m
ardependent
o
n
co
ntext;
a
single
gram
m
ar
augm
ented
w
ith
a
‘u
ser’s
m
an
u
al’;
and
a
single
gram
m
ar
w
ith
so
cialinform
ation
integrated
in
the
gram
m
aritself.
The
follo
w
ing
subsections
su
m
m
arize
tw
o
existing
an
alyses
w
hich
each
instantiate
o
n
e
co
m
bination
of
syntactic
an
alysis
and
view
ofgram
m
ar
. 3
3.1
C
uly
1996
Culy’s
an
sw
erto
the
problem
ofthe
restricted
distrib
ution
of
n
ull
objectsis
to
m
ak
e
u
se
of
a
separate
co
m
ponent
oflinguistic
kno
w
ledge.
H
e
w
rites,
“The
regularities
of
registers
.
.
.
should
n
otbe
expressed
in
the
gram
m
ar
per
se
,
b
utin
a
separate
co
m
ponent
regulating
the
u
se
oflanguage
–
a
so
rt
of
u
ser’s
m
an
u
al.”(1996:112)
A
s
for
the
syntax,Culy’s
an
alysis
is
a
v
ersion
of
the
sem
antic
acco
u
nt.
(8)giv
es
an
ex
am
ple
of
a
lexical
entry
o
n
Culy’s
an
alysis.
(8)
v
erb:
m
ix
subcategorization:
N
P
:
 SU
B
J
A
G
T
x

,
N
P
:
 O
B
J
T
H
y

sem
antics:
“m
ix(x,y)”
[Culy
1996:113]
H
ere,

and

are
v
ariablesin
the
sem
antics.If
the
objectis
realized
o
v
ertly
,
the

w
illbe
link
ed
to
the
sem
antics
of
that
n
o
u
n
phrase.
Ifitis
n
ot
realized
o
v
ertly
,
the
v
ariable

rem
ains
a
free
v
ariable
in
the
sem
antics.
The
u
ser’s
m
an
u
althen
specifies
w
hatdo
w
ith
free
v
ariables.Culy(1996:113)
w
rites,
“If
the
u
sage
rulesdo
n
ot
allo
w
for
the
discourse
binding
in
a
particular
co
ntext
(or
register),then
the
u
se
ofthe
n
ull
argum
ent
w
illbeinfelicitous(or
‘u
ngram
-
m
atical’).”
T
o
paraphrase,the
u
ser’s
m
an
u
al
says
things
lik
e,
“if
the
co
ntext
is
a
recipe,then
interpretfree
v
ariablesin
the
sem
anticslik
e
third
person
pro-
n
o
u
n
s.”
If
the
u
ser’s
m
an
u
alhas
n
o
rule
forinterpreting
free
v
ariablesin
the
cu
rrent
co
ntext,then
their
u
se
is
u
ngram
m
atical.
3M
assam
and
R
oberge(1989)is
an
otherinstance
of
an
em
pty
category
acco
u
nt.
Since
they
do
n
otdiscuss
the
relationship
to
n
o
n
-linguistic
co
ntext,this
acco
u
nt
w
ill
n
otbe
review
ed
here.
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3.2
H
aegem
an
1987
H
aegem
an(1987)
pro
vides
an
acco
u
nt
of
the
m
ultiple
gram
m
ars
type.
She
argues
that
‘register
v
ariation’is
an
instance
oflanguage-internalparam
etric
v
ariation.Thatis,thatthe
registers
of
a
language
m
ay
differfrom
each
other
in
theirparam
eter
settings(where
param
eters
are
u
nderstood
as
in
Chom
sky
1981).Syntactically
,thisis
an
em
pty
category
approach.H
aegem
an
argues
that
the
n
ull
objects
hav
e
properties
akin
to
wh
-traces
and
that
they
are
in
fact
topic-link
ed
traces.O
n
the
basis
of
this,
she
attrib
utes
the
differencebetw
een
recipe
English
and
otherEnglish(the
presence
of
n
ull
objects)to
a
difference
in
the
setting
of
the
param
eter
thatis
responsible
for
the
differencesbetw
een
topic
prom
inent
and
subjectprom
inentlanguages.
‘Core’English
is
subject
prom
inent
w
hile
recipe
English
is
topic
prom
inent.
4
The
R
elationship
ofC
ontextto
R
egister
In
this
section,I
w
ill
argue
that
the
tw
o
acco
u
nts
discussed
abo
v
e
in
v
olv
e
a
reification
of
co
ntext.Culy’s
u
ser’s
m
an
u
al
m
ak
es
reference
to
the
co
ntextin
o
rder
to
determ
ine
the
gram
m
aticality
of
a
string.
This
requires
the
relev
ant
aspects
of
co
ntext
to
existprior
to
the
processing
of
the
sentence.
Context
does
existprior
to
each
utterance
in
the
sen
se
that
there
is
shared
co
m
m
o
n
ground
based
o
n
the
ex
changes
so
far
,shared
culturalbeliefs,etc.H
o
w
ev
er
,as
I
w
illdiscussbelo
w
,
m
u
ch
recent
w
o
rk
in
anthropology
and
so
ciolinguistics
has
sho
w
n
thatlinguistic
activity
also
plays
a
partin
co
n
stituting
the
co
ntext.
H
aegem
an’s
acco
u
nt(and
to
a
lesser
extent,Culy’s
as
w
ell)has
the
fur
-
therproblem
thatit
o
nly
allo
w
sfor
a
restricted
set
of
registers.O
n
her
acco
u
nt,
each
registerhasits
o
w
n
gram
m
ardefined
atthe
m
acro
lev
el
ofparam
eter
set-
tings.W
hile
H
aegem
an
is
n
ot
explicit
aboutthe
relation
of
registerto
co
ntext,
w
e
can
assu
m
eby
hertreatm
ent
ofthis
relation
as
u
nproblem
atic
that
registers
o
n
her
acco
u
nt
sim
ply
hav
e
o
n
e
o
r
m
o
re
co
ntexts
thatthey
are
appropriate
to.
Thisleads
u
s
to
a
finite
set
of
co
ntexts
that
are
predeterm
ined.This
too
w
o
uld
seem
incom
patible
w
ith
a
situation
in
w
hich
speak
ers
are
co
ntinually
m
utually
co
n
structing
co
ntexts. 4
4H
o
w
ev
er
,Ido
n
ot
m
ean
to
im
ply
thatpeople
do
n
othav
e
know
ledge
of
certain
so
cial
co
ntexts
as
‘crystallized’
entities
w
hich
go
w
ith
specific
linguistic
form
ulae.
It
is
im
portantto
n
ote
that
ev
en
in
this
case
language
is
co
n
stitutiv
e
of
co
ntext.
Ev
ery
tim
e
su
ch
a
crystallized
co
ntext
o
ccu
rs,itisbecause
theparticipantsperform
o
rinv
ok
e
it
and
m
utually
recognize
thatperform
ance
o
rinv
o
cation
of
w
hich
linguistic
behavior
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4.1
LanguageC
onstituting
C
ontext
In
recentyears,therehasbeen
a
m
o
v
ein
so
ciolinguistic
research
from
an
alyz-
ing
language
as
reflecting
so
cial
structure
to
researching
ho
w
language
plays
a
partin
co
n
stituting
so
cial
structure.
A
n
im
portant
thread
of
research
in
this
area
has
co
n
cern
ed
itself
w
ith
so
ciolinguistic
v
ariation
and
ho
w
it
relates
to
speak
eridentity
. 5
F
o
r
ex
am
ple,
Eck
ert(in
press)
is
an
in-depth
study
of
ho
w
high
school
students
produce
phonological
v
ariation
as
a
part
ofidentity
b
uilding.
The
co
n
stituting
w
o
rk
oflanguage
extendsbeyond
identity
,ho
w
ev
er
.A
s
Schiffrin
w
rites,
“language
is
potentially
sen
sitiv
e
to
all
of
the
co
ntexts
in
w
hich
it
o
ccu
rs,
and
.
.
.
language
reflects
those
co
ntexts
because
it
helps
to
co
n
stitute
them
.”
(1987:5,
em
phasis
in
o
riginal.)
Schiffrin
cites
the
phe-
n
o
m
en
o
n
of
adjacency
pairs(Schegloff
and
Sacks1973)
w
here,for
ex
am
ple,
the
asking
of
a
question
sets
up
the
co
ntextforthe
n
ext
utterance
to
be
u
nder
-
stood
as
an
an
sw
er
.A
nother
ex
am
ple
oflanguage
co
n
stituting
co
ntext
co
m
es
from
the
u
se
ofhonorificsin
Japanese.F
o
r
ex
am
ple,K
o
ndo(1990:141–145)
finds
that
speak
ers
of
Japanese
u
se
honorifics
differentially
in
the
different
ro
o
m
s
of
a
house
aspart
of
the
process
of
creating
a
form
al
space
in
o
n
e
part
ofthe
house
and
a
m
o
reinform
al
spacein
an
other
.
Finally
,language
can
be
u
sed
to
‘reco
ntextualize’
ev
ents
in
the
past
o
r
‘precontextualize’
ev
entsin
the
future(Ochs1992).O
chsgiv
es
a
particularly
clear
ex
am
ple
of
reco
ntextualization
regarding
praise
injoint
caregiv
er
-child
activities.In
m
ainstream
A
m
erican
culture,
w
hen
a
caregiv
er
and
child
co
m
-
plete
ajoint
activity
,the
caregiv
er
w
ill
u
su
ally
praise
the
child
and
do
w
nplay
o
r
m
ask
their
o
w
n
role
w
ith
su
ch
expressions
as
“Look
atthe
beautiful
castle
you
m
ade!”.In
co
ntrast,W
estern
Sam
oan
caregiv
ers
so
cialize
young
children
into
a
reciprocalpraising
practice
w
here
praise
by
o
n
e
participantisfollo
w
ed
by
reciprocalpraise
by
the
other
.
Thus
the
A
m
erican
caregiv
er
reco
ntextu-
alizes
the
activity
as
the
child’s
individual
effort,
w
hile
the
W
estern
Sam
oan
caregiv
er
reco
ntextualizesit
as
co
operativ
e(1992:354–355).
In
su
m
m
ary
,language
has
a
co
n
stitutiv
e
relation
to
three
dim
ensions
of
so
cial
reality:identity
,
co
ntext
of
utterance,
and
the
co
ntent
of
the
utterance.
In
speaking
w
e
co
ntinually
co
n
struct
w
ho
w
e
are,the
so
cial
situation
w
e
find
o
u
rselv
esin
and
the
situation
w
e
aredescribing
o
r
reporting.
In
the
case
of
a
recipe,itis
perhaps
the
cu
rrent
co
ntextthatis
m
o
st
ob-
viously
co
n
structed
by
the
linguistic
choices.Thatis,
a
recipe
is
a
recipe
and
is
o
n
e
part.
5K
iesling
and
Schilling-Estes(1998)present
the
various
lines
of
research
in
this
area
and
thedifferencesbetw
een
them
.See
also
Cam
eron
1990.
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n
ot
a
description
ofho
w
so
m
eo
n
e
m
ade
a
m
eal
o
n
a
certain
day
o
r
a
poem
o
r
anything
else
partially
by
virtue
of
the
linguistic
form
s
w
hich
em
body
it.
H
o
w
ev
er
,
asPenelope
Eck
ertpoints
o
ut(p.c.),the
three
dim
ensions
of
so
cial
reality
discussed
here
are
allinterrelated
and
speak
ers
n
ev
erdo
co
n
stitutiv
e
w
o
rk
o
n
o
n
e
w
ithout
also
affecting
and
in
v
oking
the
others.
4.2
A
SocialV
alue
fo
rN
ullO
bjects
The
result
of
allthese
studiesis
to
callinto
question
the
relationship
betw
een
co
ntext
and
register
,
w
hich
w
aspreviously
tak
en
to
be
u
nproblem
atic.Iflan-
guageplays
a
partin
co
n
stituting
the
co
ntext,then
an
acco
u
nt
ofthe
restricted
distrib
ution
of
n
ull
objects
can
n
ot
appealto
co
ntext
as
an
independent,
static
entity
.
H
o
w
ev
er
,if
co
ntextis
seen
as
co
n
stituted
by
language
and
other
so
cial
practices,
the
relationship
betw
een
gram
m
aticalfeatures
and
so
cial
co
ntext
can
be
u
nderstood
as
sim
ilarto
the
relationship
betw
een
linguisticpresupposi-
tions
and
co
n
v
ersational
co
m
m
o
n
ground
asproposed
in
Lew
is(1979).Lew
is
posits
rules
of
acco
m
m
odation
w
hich
apply
in
m
any
cases
w
here
linguistic
co
n
straints
w
o
uld
be
violated.
F
o
r
ex
am
ple,he
argues
thatdefinite
descrip-
tionspresuppose
thatthe
entity
they
pick
o
utis
the
m
o
st
salient
entity
fitting
thedescription.In
m
any
cases,the
entity
pick
ed
o
utisn’tthe
m
o
st
salient
o
n
e
u
ntilthedefinitedescription
hasbeen
uttered.
Sim
ilarly
,
w
e
can
posit
a
so
cial
v
alue
asso
ciated
w
ith
the
linguistic
re-
so
u
rce
of
n
ull
objects.This
so
cial
v
alue
w
illbe
part
ofthe
co
n
struction
of
the
co
ntext,
etc.,
w
henev
er
a
n
ull
objectis
u
sed.
Thus
n
ull
objects
o
nly
o
ccu
rin
certain
co
ntextsbecause,in
so
m
e
sen
se,they
bring
the
co
ntext
w
ith
them
.W
e
can
create
‘u
ngram
m
atical’
sentences
w
ith
n
ull
objectsbecause
the
process
of
co
n
struction
is
delicate
and
relies
o
n
the
hearerbeing
able
to
recognize
the
speak
er’s
intention(cf.G
rice
1957
and
Clark
1996).
It’s
hard
to
thro
w
in
a
n
ull
object
w
illy
nilly
ifitdoesn’tgo
w
ell
w
ith
w
hat
else
is
going
o
n
in
the
sentence/discourse.
In
the
case
of
n
ull
objects
as
they
are
u
sed
in
recipes
and
otherinstruc-
tional
w
riting,the
so
cial
v
alue
for
each
of
the
three
dim
ensions
m
ightbe
as
sk
etched
in(9).
(9)
Social
situation:Thegiving
ofinstructions,from
o
n
ein
author
-
ity
to
o
n
e
w
ho
has
chosen
so
m
e
product.
The
product
m
ay
be
so
m
ething
to
u
se(medicine)
o
r
so
m
ething
to
m
ak
e(recipe).
Identity
of
speak
er:O
nein
authority
.In
the
case
of
co
okbooks,
the
authority
is
that
of
a
good
co
ok.In
the
case
ofproductpack-
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aging,the
authors
are
faceless
and
the
authority
,in
so
m
e
cases,
becom
es
that
ofthe
disem
bodied
v
oice
oftruth.
Situation
described:
The
u
se
o
rproduction
of
the
productde-
scribed
is
co
n
structed
as
requiring
care
–
it
m
u
stbedonejust
so
,
o
r
so
m
ething
w
illgo
w
ro
ng.
A
lternativ
ely
,
o
n
e
m
ay
apply
O
chs’s(1992)
theory
ofdirect
and
indirect
indexing. 6
In
this
case,
n
ull
objects
m
ightbe
asso
ciated
o
nly
w
ith
thepractice
ofgiving
instructions.The
giving
ofinstructions,in
turn,
w
o
uld
be
asso
ciated
w
ith/co-constructed
w
ith
authority
and
careful
action.N
ote
thatit’s
the
prac-
tice
ofgiving
instructions
thatis
asso
ciated
w
ith
authority(and
w
ith
the
n
ull
objects)
and
n
ot
sim
ply
the
issuing
of
co
m
m
ands
o
r
the
u
se
ofim
perativ
es.
The
authority
ascribed
to
the
author
of
a
recipeisdifferentfrom
thepo
w
er
of
a
superior
officerin
the
m
ilitary
,
and
im
perativ
es
can
get
u
sed
w
hen
the
speak
er
has
n
o
authority
asin
Stop
teasing
m
e!
o
rH
elp!
.
N
ote
also
that
this
doesn’tpreclude
n
ull
objects
from
also
having
so
m
e
other
,distinct
so
cial
v
alue.
Just
as
linguistic
elem
ents
can
be
am
biguous
in
denotativ
e
m
eaning,there
is
n
o
reaso
n
forthem
n
otto
be
am
biguousin
so
cial
v
alue.To
su
m
m
arize,
the
view
of
the
relation
betw
een
co
ntexts
and
linguistic
form
s
thatI
am
arguing
forhere
is
as
follo
w
s:
Speak
ers
hav
e
kno
w
ledge
of
the
so
cial
effect
co
n
v
entionally
asso
ciated
w
ith
individual
w
o
rds
and
co
n
struc-
tionsin
thegram
m
ar
and
they
deploy
theselinguistic
reso
u
rcesin
their
speech
and
w
riting
to
co
n
stitute
co
ntextand
the
otherdim
ensions
of
so
cial
reality
.N
ot
o
nly
does
this
view
n
ot
rely
o
n
co
ntext
already
‘being
there’,it
also
allo
w
sfor
speak
ers
to
u
se
theirlinguistic
co
m
petence
to
generatefine-grained
v
ariations
in
co
ntextby
co
m
bining
v
ariouslinguistic
co
n
structions
and
thus
their
so
cial
v
alues.
The
n
ext
section
sho
w
sho
w
this
view
of
register
can
beincorporated
into
an
an
alysis
of
n
ull
objectsin
term
s
of
a
co
m
petence
gram
m
ar
.
5
H
PSG
A
nalysis
This
view
of
the
relationship
betw
een
register
and
co
ntext
articulated
in
the
previous
section
dem
ands
a
theory
ofgram
m
ar
w
hich
can
asso
ciate
so
cialin-
form
ation
w
ith
w
o
rds
and
w
ith
syntactic
co
n
structions.
O
ne
theory
w
hich
can
m
ak
e
this
asso
ciation
directly
is
H
ead-driv
en
Phrase
Structure
G
ram
m
ar
(HPSG),
and
in
particular
recent
v
ersions
of
H
PSG
w
hich
incorporate
a
the
6I
am
indebted
to
M
ary
R
ose
forpointing
this
o
ut.
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n
otion
of
syntactic
co
n
structions(Sag
and
W
aso
w
1999,G
inzb
u
rg
and
Sag
1999). 7HPSG
view
s
gram
m
ar
as
a
system
of
signs.
Signs
are
pairings
ofform
(phonology
and
syntax)
and
m
eaning(semantics
and
pragm
atics).These
signs
are
m
odeled
w
ith
feature
structures.T
ree
structureis
en
coded
in
feature
struc-
turesby
m
ean
s
ofdaughter
attrib
utes.
This
an
alysis
Ipropose
is
of
the
sem
antic
acco
u
nttype.
In
particular
,it
in
v
olv
es
a
n
o
n
-branching
rule
thatdischarges
o
n
e
n
o
u
n
phrase
co
m
plem
ent
requirem
ent
of
a
v
erb
.
In(11),
w
hich
giv
es
the
proposed
structure
for(10)
in
term
s
of
a
fam
iliar
tree
diagram
,this
n
o
n
-branching
rule
is
the
lo
w
er
o
n
e,
w
here
V
P
dom
inatesV
.
(10)
Serv
e
im
m
ediately
.
(11)
SVP
V
P
A
dv
V
im
m
ediately
Serv
e
The
details
of
the
co
n
struction
thatlicenses
the
n
o
n
-branching
V
P
are
giv
en
in(12).
(12)
																	
 n
ull
obj
cx
SY
N
SE
M

LO
C
A
L
							
 C
A
T
 H
E
A
D

VA
L

C
O
M
PS


C
O
N
X
	
 SO
C
IA
L
	
 SIT
U
A
T
IO
N
‘instructions’
SE
L
F
‘a
uthority’
D
ESC
R
IB
E
D
‘ca
re
required’









H
D
-D
T
R

SY
N
SE
M

LO
C
A
L

 C
A
T

 H
E
A
D

verb
VA
L

C
O
M
PS
 pro
ss







7T
w
o
others
are
Construction
G
ram
m
ar(Kay
and
Fillm
ore
1999)
and
W
o
rd
G
ram
-
m
ar(Hudson
1990).
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In
this
rule,thefeature
SY
N
SE
M
representsinform
ation
aboutthe
m
other
n
ode.
(M
oreprecisely
,theinform
ation
to
the
right
ofthe
string
SY
N
SE
M
is
the
v
alue
of
thisfeature.Itis
this
v
alue
w
hich
representsinform
ation
aboutthe
m
other
n
ode.)
The
feature
H
D
-D
T
R(head
daughter)
representsinform
ation
aboutthe
daughter
n
ode.Since
thisis
a
n
o
n
-branching
rule,there
are
n
o
otherdaughter
features.
The
syntactic
effects
of
the
rule
are
represented
u
nder
the
tw
o
C
A
T(for
‘category’)features:
o
n
e
inside
SY
N
SE
M
 LO
C
A
L
and
o
n
e
inside
H
D
-D
T
R

SY
N
SE
M
 LO
C
A
L
.The
rule
says
thatthe
first
elem
ent
of
the
daughter’s
co
m
-
plem
ents
list
should
be
specified
as
a
pro
synsem
.(The
co
m
plem
ents
listis
 
ﬀ
ﬁ
ﬁ
ﬂ ﬃ
).Then
w
ith
the

,it
says
thatthe
m
other’s
co
m
plem
ent
require-
m
ents
are
the
sam
e
as
the
rest
of
the
daughter’s
o
riginal
co
m
plem
ent
require-
m
ents.In
this
w
ay
,itdischarges
the
direct
object
requirem
ent
of
the
daughter
v
erb
w
hile
asso
ciating
pronom
inal
sem
antics
w
ith
that
argum
entposition.
The
specification
H
E
A
D
verb
o
n
thedaughter
restrictsthis
rule
to
applying
to
v
erbs.Prepositions
can
also
appear
w
ith
n
ullobjectsininstructionalw
riting,
asin(13)(from
H
aegem
an
1987:243).
(13)
D
o
n
otplay
in
o
r
aro
u
nd
.
H
o
w
ev
er
,
the
possibility
of
n
ull
objects
appears
to
be
m
o
re
restricted
w
ith
v
erbs
than
w
ith
prepositions(ex
am
plesfrom
M
assam
and
R
oberge1989:136):
(14)
a.T
ak
e
foil.
*Co
v
er
co
okies
w
ith
im
m
ediately
.
b
.M
ix
the
lem
onjuice
and
chopped
parsley
.
*Then
sprinkle
scallops
w
ith
.
Therefore
ex
am
ples
su
ch
as(13)
should
m
o
stlik
ely
be
treated
w
ith
a
separate
(b
ut
related)
co
n
struction.
So
far
,
this
is
a
straightforw
ard
application
of
H
PSG
to
the
problem
of
n
ull
objects.
In
o
rder
to
acco
u
ntfor
the
distrib
ution
of
this
co
n
struction,I
propose
to
add
inform
ation
aboutits
pragm
atic
effects
to
this
representation.
These
w
illbe
en
coded
in
a
n
ew
feature
called
SO
C
IA
L
inside
the
v
alue
of
the
existing
C
O
N
X
(context)feature.
Thisinform
ation
isbrok
en
do
w
n
into
three
types
co
rresponding
to
the
threedim
ensions
of
so
cial
reality
discussed
abo
v
e:
inform
ation
about
the
cu
rrent
situation,inform
ation
about
the
speak
er
,
and
inform
ation
about
situation
described.Finally
,
n
ote
thatthe
feature
SO
C
IA
L
is
intended
to
en
code
the
co
ntrib
ution
m
ade
to
the
so
cial
co
ntextby
the
u
se
of
this
co
n
struction.
Culy(1996)
and
H
aegem
an(1987)pro
vide
argum
ents
w
hich
w
ill
allo
w
u
s
to
testthe
syntactic
v
alidity
of
this
an
alysis.First,there
are
Culy’s
objections
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to
sem
antic
acco
u
ntsin
generalthat
attem
ptto
en
code
registerinform
ation
in
the
gram
m
ar
. 8
Culy’sfirst
objection
is
that
sem
antic
acco
u
ntsfailto
capture
the
sim
ilar
-
itiesbetw
een
n
ull
objects
and
o
v
ertpronouns.The
reaso
n
for
thisis
that
n
ull
objects
w
o
uld
hav
e
to
hav
ebeen
introduced
by
the
v
erb,
w
hile
o
v
ertpronouns
are
their
o
w
n
signs.
O
n
m
y
an
alysis,the
n
ull
objects
are
introduced
by
a
co
n
struction,
w
hich
w
o
uld
hav
e
the
sam
e
problem
ex
cept
that
they
are
represented
via
a
special
synsem
type,the
pro
synsem
.The
parallelism
betw
een
n
ull
objects
and
o
v
ert
pronoun
objects
can
be
represented
in
term
s
of
synsem
types.(15)
sho
w
s
a
part
ofthe
synsem
type
hierarchy
.
(15)
synsem
X
C
A
N
O
N
&
X
PRO
n
o
n
-ca
n
o
n
ca
n
o
n
pro
n
n
o
n
-pro
pro
ss
o
vert-pro
T
w
o
of
the
dim
ensions
that
synsem
s
are
classified
o
n
are
their
can
o
nicity
and
w
hether
o
r
n
ot
they
are
pronom
inal.
N
on-canonical
synsem
types
are
those,
lik
e
pro
synsem
,that
n
ev
er
co
rrespond
to
any
phrase
structure
position.Thus
w
hilepro
synsem
and
the
synsem
typefor
o
v
ertpronounsdifferin
their
can
o
n
-
icity
,
they
both
share
the
supertype
pro
n
o
m
inal
.
The
type
pro
n
o
m
inal
w
ill
house
allthe
inform
ation
they
hav
ein
co
m
m
o
n
.
A
nother
o
n
e
of
Culy’s
objections
is
that
as
purely
sem
antic
entities,it
w
o
uld
n
otbe
possible
to
represent
any
binding
propertiesforthe
n
ull
objects.
O
n
m
y
an
alysis,
since
pro
synsem
is
a
syntactic(as
w
ell
as
sem
antic)
entity
,
it
w
illbe
possible
to
representitsbinding
properties.(16)giv
es
a
partialde-
scription
ofthe
type
pro
synsem
. 9
8Culy
ends
up
proposing
a
sem
antic
acco
u
ntthat
av
oids
these
objectionsby
m
o
v
-
ing
the
registerinform
ation
to
the
u
ser’s
m
an
u
al.
The
an
alysis
presented
here
o
v
er
-
co
m
es
the
sam
e
objections
w
ithout
this
m
o
v
e
largely
due
to
advan
ces
in
H
PSG
that
hav
e
o
ccu
rred
in
the
m
eantim
e,in
particular
,
the
dev
elopm
ent
of
pro
synsem
and
of
co
n
structions.
9Ppro(for
‘personalpronoun’)is
the
co
ntenttype
assigned
to
pronouns
as
opposed
to
an
aphorsin
Pollard
and
Sag
1994.
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(16)
 !!" pro
synsem
LO
C
A
L
 " C
A
T
# H
E
A
D
n
o
u
n
$
C
O
N
T
ppro
%&
%
''
&
Culy
also
objected
that
creating
special
entriesfor
v
erbs
to
introduce
the
n
ull
objects
co
n
stituted
an
u
n
n
ecessary
,
u
n
m
otiv
ated,
and
u
n
w
ieldy
increase
in
the
size
ofthe
lexicon.By
u
sing
a
co
n
struction
instead,this
an
alysis
entails
n
o
increase
in
the
size
of
the
lexicon.
The
sam
e
lexical
entry
for
serve
that
giv
es
rise
to
K
im
served
it
w
a
rm
is
also
in
v
olv
ed
in
Serve
w
a
rm
.
A
s
a
seco
nd
set
of
tests
of
syntactic
adequacy
,
there
are
the
properties
thatH
aegem
an(1987)
u
sed
to
identify
the
em
pty
category
she
posited
as
a
wh
-trace.
First,there
is
the
factthatitis
‘syntactically
activ
e’,i.e.,
can
co
ntrolthe
u
n
expressed
subject
of
an
adjunct
o
r
of
an
infinitiv
al
co
m
plem
ent:
(17)
a.B
ak
e
u
ntilgolden
bro
w
n
.
b
.A
llo
w
to
co
ol.
H
ere,the
n
ull
object(ofbake
o
r
allow)is
co
ntrolling
the
u
n
expressed
subject
of
the
n
extphrase(golden
bro
w
n
o
r
to
co
ol).Since
the
n
ull
objectdoeshav
e
a
position
o
n
the
argum
ent
structure
list
of
the
m
atrix
v
erb,it
should
n
otbe
a
problem
to
representthese
co
ntrol
relations.
Second,H
aegem
an’s
acco
u
ntpredicts
that
n
ull
objects
should
licensepar
-
asitic
gaps,
asin(18)(1987:244): 10
(18)
D
ry
w
ith
a
clean
to
w
elbefore
you
deepfry
.
O
n
m
y
an
alysis,this
sentence
w
o
uld
in
v
olv
e
tw
o
separateinstances
ofthe
n
ull
object
co
n
struction,o
n
efor
each
v
erb
.Thispredicts
the
existence
of
sentences
lik
e
the
authentic
ex
am
ple
in(19)
w
here
there
is
a
n
ull
objectin
the
adjunct
b
ut
n
ot
anyw
here
else. 11
10I
think
this
ex
am
ple
is
co
n
siderably
im
pro
v
ed
if
the
v
erb
in
the
adjunctis
n
o
n
-
finite,
asin
before
deepfrying
.
11H
aegem
an
also
tries
to
show
that
n
ull
objects
obey
island
co
n
straints,b
utthe
pur
-
ported
island
violations
o
nly
degrade
the
n
ull
object
ex
am
ples
to
?,
w
hile
parallel
wh
-
m
o
v
em
ent
ex
am
ples
are
rated
*(Haegem
an
1987:240–241):
(i)
a.?Boil
eggsforthe
salad
w
hile
you
ro
ast
.
b
.
*W
hatdid
you
boil
eggs
w
hile
you
ro
asted
?
Thusis
w
o
uld
appearthatthe
m
arginal
status
of(ia)
requires
a
different
explanation.
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(19)
T
o
serv
e
thebirdsfreshly
stew
ed,letthem
stand
10
m
inutesbefore
cutting
so
thejuicesdo
n
ot
ru
n
freely
.
6
C
onclusion
In
this
paper
I
hav
e
adv
o
cated
tw
o
things:
first,
a
view
of
the
phenom
enon
called
registerin
w
hich
registerhelps
to
co
n
stitute
co
ntext
rather
than
sim
-
ply
reflecting
it,
and
seco
nd
a
view
ofgram
m
ar
w
here
so
cialinform
ation
is
incorporated
along
w
ith
traditionalgram
m
aticalinform
ation.
In
this
co
n
cluding
section
I
w
o
uld
lik
e
to
ask
ifthefirst
co
n
clusion
entails
the
seco
nd.T
o
putitdifferently
,co
uld
either
ofthe
other
view
s
ofgram
m
arbe
m
ade
co
m
patible
w
ith
the
view
of
register
adv
o
cated
here?
Let
u
s
start
w
ith
the
separate
gram
m
ars
approach.
It
seem
s
pretty
clear
that
this
o
n
e
is
incom
patible
because
it
requires
a
fix
ed
set
of
co
ntexts,
as
discussed
in
( 4
abo
v
e.
Initially
,the
u
ser’s
m
an
u
al
approach
looks
m
o
re
prom
ising,sinceit
co
uld
be
m
ade
to
treatthe
co
n
structionsindividually
.
In
this
case,the
rules
w
o
uld
n
otbe
of
the
form
,
“if
the
co
ntextis
a
recipe,then
interpretfree
v
ariablesin
the
sem
anticslik
e
third
person
pronouns.”
R
ather
,the
equiv
alent
rules
w
o
uld
be
stated
as
“if
there
is
a
free
v
ariable
in
the
sem
antics,interpretitlik
e
a
third
person
pronoun
and
try
to
u
nderstand
the
co
ntext
as
an
instance
ofgiving
instructions.”
Thus,in
general,itlooks
lik
e
a
u
ser’s
m
an
u
al
approach
co
uld
be
m
ade
co
m
patible
w
ith
the
view
of
co
ntext
and
register
adv
o
cated
here.
H
o
w
ev
er
,
there
is
so
m
e
reaso
n
to
believ
e
it
m
ightbecom
e
u
n
w
ieldy
.In
the
case
of
n
ull
objects,Culy
w
as
able
to
clev
erly
av
oid
replicating
the
gram
m
aticalinform
a-
tion(v
erb
that
requires
a
n
o
u
n
phrase
co
m
plem
entin
a
sentence
lacking
that
co
m
plem
ent)in
the
u
ser’s
m
an
u
alby
referring
instead
to
sem
antic
v
ariables.It
is
an
em
piricalquestion
w
hether
this
w
o
uld
be
possible
for
the
other
so
cially
m
eaningful
syntactic
co
n
structions.
If
n
ot,
then
the
u
ser’s
m
an
u
al
approach
requiresduplicating
gram
m
aticalinform
ation
o
utside
of
the
gram
m
ar
.In
this
case,it
seem
spreferable
to
m
o
v
e
the
so
cialinform
ation
into
the
gram
m
ar
.
H
o
w
ev
er
,
there
still
m
ay
be
a
u
se
for
the
u
ser’s
m
an
u
al.
This
an
alysis
is
n
ot
m
eantto
deny
thatpeople
do
hav
e
a
n
otion
of
‘recipe’
and
w
hatit
en
-
tails
linguistically
.
This
kind
of
kno
w
ledge
seem
s
so
m
ew
hat
separate
from
sentence
gram
m
ar
,so
this
co
uld
be
a
good
fitforthe
u
ser’s
m
an
u
al.
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